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Plannin6, Conunission lteeLing
l{areh 16, 1988
Yerbatim ExcerPts

E'DP-C_A 8-9 - KINGSTOIINE LII{ITED PARTNERSHIP

Decision OnIy

Comnissioner SeIl: There is a Fina1 Development Plan-C-448-9, Kingstowne
Lirnited Partnership. It is Section 338 of Kingstowne. You might recall
that we hetd the public hearing last week and due to a misunderstanding the
applicant wasn't here, but he was watching on television. So he's here
tonight. And I'm not making fun of that because it's certainly understand-
able that Hr. Lar6ence thought the case was going to be deferred. That was
just a misconboobulation between he and I, and with my schedule and what
happened last reek that's probably rny fault.

Chairman Lilly: That's the closest thing to a busman's holiday I've heard
in a long tirne.

Conunissioner Sell: So, l{r. Chair:nan, before I make a motion on this final
development plan, I rould like to offer l{r. Lawrence the opportunity to make'
rhatever corunents that he would like to do in this particular case.

Chairman Lilly: l{r. Lasrence?

t{r. Lawrence: Thank you, llr. Chaitman, mernbers of the Cormission. For the
record, my name is Bob Lasrence. I'11 be very brief. I first saw this case
shile I was eating dinner, and much to ny surprise. I just happened to be

looking at the television. All of a sudden I saw a plat on the screen that
looked vaguely familiar. I said, "You lmow, that's ily, that's my develop-
ment plan." But anyhow, this particular final development plan for Kings-
towne came before this Corunission and the Board of Supervisors back in June
of 1985. And the flnel development plan was Presented at that time -- and

this baslcalty ls the flnal development plan. But the approval of the final
development plan was deferred because of the geotechnlcal considerations.
Iou rnlght recell thet several sectlons of Kingstowne were deferred, approval
on the flnal development plan, untll such tlme as a geotechnical revier was

corupteted on thsn. The geoteehnlcal revLew has now been coctpleted. There

-- the development plan has been subrmltted end lt's essentially, basically
the same developtrent plan that wes subrnltted before. These ere some render-
ings of the plan. It's sctually one sectLon, but lt's ln two parts there
beeause of the scele. Ttre plan has been before the Lee Dlstrlct Lsnd Use

Advisory Conmrittee and lt has the support of the Conunittee. I would just
like to eddress a couple of the development condltlons. tle have no ob-
jections to tll, ll2, and #3. Development Condition #4 refers to trails.
There are two tralls mentloned In thet condltlon wttlch we don't feel ere
approprlate. one is a trail that would go through the EQC' At the time of
the approval of the Klngstorne planned conumrnlty, the trells plen wBs worked
out, a master trails plan for the entire eonununity. And the rhole concern
there wes not to rrrn trells rllly-nllly through the EQC. And that was very
earefully guarded. Unfortunately, the staff that actually reviewed that
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plan ls not here now, and they ralsed the questlon ebout puttlng a trall
through that EQC. &ld lt's the feeling of the developer as rell as the Lee
Dlstrict Land Use Cormnlttee thet there should not be eddltlonal trails
placed through the EQC. tJe heve plenty of them already. The other trail
was a trail to connect to the trait around the lake. And we showed staff
thet there Ls e trall ln Sectlon 38, lrmnediately next door, which does
connect to the trell around the lake. so therers no need for thls eddi-
tlonal trall. And agaLn, we're trylng to keep dorn the lntnrslons into the
open spece snd the vegetetlon. And these tralls, as you know, lf they are
slx to eight feet wlde wlII end up cutLlng a 3O-foot swath ln order to ac-
conunodate the asphalt tretl. So we don't feel that the trells that are
referenced in Development Condition /14 are needed or desired either by the
developer or the conrmrnlty, lttth respect to Development Condltlon #7,
suggestlng that we provide 2.3 sPsces per dwelllng unlt -- et the tlme of
the orlgtnal concepLual plan approval the parklng tabulatlons -- I show them
hithlithted -- you canrt read them from there -- but basically a parking
ratlo was cofimltted to when the conceptual plan sss epproved back ln June of
1985. Also corunltted to were the llmits of cleerlng around the development -pod whieh ls shown htghltthted ln yellow. AII of the sectlons of Klngstorne
have that lirnits of clearinB on them. So there's a very finite area that's
avelleble as a development envelope for eech sectlon. To change now the
parklng requirements, at thls polnt ln tlme, would cause the developer to
posslbly lose unlts, to totally redeslgn hls slte. And all of this was done
wlthln the context of 155 proffers that were aBreed to at the tirne of the
origlnal zonLng. So lt would be, in effect, changlng horses ln the nlddle
of the stre$n. Those proffers Lnclude over $14 mllllon dollers worth of
roadrey, over f3 rnllllon dollars of recreatlonel lmprovements, phaslng of
development, the vgrlous developmant plans proffered to, a serles of tralls,
provlslon for stormrater nanagement -- state of the art beyond Ordinance
regulrenrents at trernendous er.pense, All of these proffers were msde on the
basLs of the developn'rent permlssLons that sere granted l.n June of 1985.
And thls would be somethlng that we could not eccoilurodate at thls late
date. So for thet reason we'd ask not to be lnposed wlth Development
Conditlon #7. That's ell I heve.

Ghairman Lilly: Any questions of l{r. Lawrence?

ConunLssloner Byers: llr. Ghaltmen?

Chefuman Lilly: !lr. Byers.

Comnlssioner Byers: Ur. Lewrence, lsn't a conceptual developnent plan
preclsely that, Lt's e concept?

llr. Lgwrence: Thetis eorrect, fut wlth respect to --

Conurlssloner Byers: I{ot e flnel development plan.

!lr. Lawrence: Br:t with respect to the parking, it is specific. There are
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speclfic parking ratlos for each development bay wlthln Klngstowte.

Connrlssloner Byers: I lcnor, but lt stlcks in my mind though that a

conceptual development plan ls cest l-n concrete.

Itr, Lewrence: 1IeIl, there's enother aspeet to thls, and wes thet the flnel
development plans for thls sectlon and about six other sectlons would have
been epproved but for the geotechlnal revlew. In other words, the flnal
develotment plans were reviewed by staff, perameters with respect to limits
of clearing, and all of those thlngs, densltles, were sll determined at the
time. But there were about slx sectLons out of 57 thet were held back
because of geotechnlcel revl.ew. Agaln, to change the perklng at thls tlme
would requlre a redeslgn of the site snd requlre thls person to go baek
through geotechnlcal revlew agal.n, whj.ch ls the reeson wtry thls hes been
deferred atl this time to begin with.

Chelrman Lllly: Any other guestlons? !tr. Braham, do you went to offer
anything?

gr. Brehem: Yes, I,d like to address two dlfferent thlngs. Flrst of all, '
Ird llke to polnt out thet Ur. Lawrence was referrlng to the proposed
development condltlons contalned wlthln the staff report addendum thet was

produced on this csse. A slmller set of condltlons ls contelned ln the

"taff report ltsetf, less ll7, Lo cleer up some potential confuslon there.
I,d also llke to speak a llttle blt on the parklng Lssue, lftren the parklng

-- when Artlcle 11 of the Zonlnt ordinence was gmended to requlre 2.3
parktng speces per slngle famlty etteched dwelllng unlt, certeln grandfather
provlsLons sere also passed es part of thet anendment. Andt grandfather
eondltlon #1 addresses thls partlcular Lnstance, and states thet proffered
rezonLng appllcatlons and P Dtstrlct appllcatlons approved prlor to the
effectlve date of thls Ordlnsnce r?ren the P Dlstrlct zonlng or proffered
conditlons confllct wlth the provlslons of thls emendment. It is staff's
eontentlon et thls tfune thgt the appllcant has not deanonstreted that there
is a confltct. Staff feels thet ther€ sre posslbllltles for redeslgn of the
slte, uslng a number of dlfferent technlques, uhlch would enable the appll-
cent to achleve sonrethlng closer to the 2.3 r,ltrLch Ls now requlred under the
Ordinence than whgt ls the ratlo of approxlrnetely 2.13 *trlch ls shocm on the
coneeptual development plan. Thank you' l{r, Chalrman-

Gtralrnran L111y: Any questlons of !tr. Brshsm?

Comnlssloner SeIl: t{o, llr. Chalt'man, but I do have a questlon of }tr.
Lsrrence.

Ctrakman Lilly: !lr. Lewrence?

Cormnlssloner SeIl: l{r. Lawrence, lt's my understanding that ln Section 15

of Klngstowne, wtrlch ls the melntenance faclllty for the homeornors Bsso-
ciation, as I recall, that you do plan to provide overflow parking for
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recreetLonal vehtcles, boats, those sort of thlngs that normally clutter
up parklnE, spBces Ln townhouses developments?

Hr. Lewrence: Thatrs correct, t{f,. SeII. We sre golng to provlde thet.

Conunissloner SelI: Okey. Unfortunately, -- end I'd like to get you to
conunit to that on the record -- re don't heve en FDP for that' as of yet,
for that --

l{r. Lawrence: tfe wll} conunlt to thet.

Confirlssloner SeIl: Okay. Yourre 6oing to provide RV and boat parking and
r*ret have you Ln a separate spece as part of Klngstowne.

!lr. Lar*rence: That's eorrect,

Co{nnissioner SeII: Okay. okay. Thank you.

chalrnran Lllly: Anythlng else? !tr. Sell.

Corrnlssl.oner Sell: Thank you, !lr. Cheltman. They're never easy. And let
me Just try to go back and glve the, the Connlssion members some ratlonale
for why I intend to move favorebly on thls flnal development plan. I don't
went to keep you ln suspense. At the tlme Klngstowne ras rezoned, thls and

a number of other parcels we deferred decLslon on some of the flnal develop-
ment plans pendlng geotechnlcal revlew and re esked the developer to glve us
a proffer that seld that any aree that was involved in potential marine clay
solls, that we rould seek geotechnLcal revlew prlor to e flnal development
plan. Ttrls sectlon was one of them, Hed lt not been for thet lssue, that
flnal development plan rould hsve been epproved along wlth numerous others
|n Klngstoerne on thet nlght ln febnrBry or rrtretever lt was ln 1985. llerve
been very careful |n Klngstorrre to estsbllsh a llmlt of clearl.ng, to not
encroach lnto the EQC, and baslcally rhat we dld ln the conceptual develop-
ment plan was establl.sh, ln my vLew, the bulldlng envelope. And the amount
of parklng at that tlme was in excess of the Ordinance. It ls now not in
excess of the Ordlnance. fhe staff ls rlght, I guess, that you could go

beck and redesign thls slte and get more parklng spaces ln lt. And one of
the rays that you could do that would be to go to smeller unlts. I Presume
that's the thtnklnA; ln fact, I lcnow thet's one of the wsys you could do

tt. And they ere proposlng to grtL 22-foot garege unlts ln thls partlcular
land bay and I conslder that to be sn upgradlng of Klngstowne thet Ifm
interested in seeing happen. tJe have a Iot of rmrlti-fanily' a lot of
tornhouses, very few slngle famlly deLached. And I rras concerned wtren

Klngstowne flrst sterted to be butlt that we had a lot of -- how do I
rant to say thls --

Gomnissloner Hersel: Homogeneous?

Conunissioner SeIl: Yeah, homogeneous. Br:t we stlll have -- but this is an



(1

t

Planning Gorunission l{eeting
l{arch 16, 1988
FDP-C-A48-9

Page 5

upgrading of the product ln Kingstowne ln one pertlcular aree and I'm In
favor of thet. And I thlnk Lt's e good ldee. And I thlnk the market
reflects that, lnterestlngly enough, that's whst's happened. And there ere
s number of other Lssues, ancillary lssues, ln Klngstowne thet I have to
take lnto consLderetion. Thls ls an 1100-ecre slte. There ere e number of
thlngs thst we're trylng to do to upgrade Klngstowne throughout. And I
don't rent to get hung up on havlng them ell come down to one declslon on
one land bay, Yourve heerd the appllcant agree thet he wlll provlde, ln
Sectlon 15, parklng for RV and boats end what have you for Kingstowne. And
although I'm sure thet won't be adequete to take care of thls whole develop-
ment, lt is certalnly somethlng that we don't normally see Ln Felrfax
County. And I understend thst rould probably be somewhere ln the nelghbor-
hood of 50 or 60 spaces. There Ls an area ln thls partlcular pod rhere the
developer could provlde extra parklng. And would etree to do so. It would
brlng, him closer to the 2.3, but lt wouldn't qulte get hlm there. But that
confllcts with the lnter"ne1 open spsce requirements. And the steff hes seld
ln thelr report that one of thelr problems also ls lnternal open spece. And
I canrt resolve ln my mind convertlng some of that open space to parki.ng.
Ttrat seenrs to get us rlght back to squere one, And I thlnk thet in the .
overall context of Klngstoyfile -- efter rmrch dellberation and rnrch discussion
with the stsff, wlth the appllcant, wlth the County Attorney, cdth everybody
lnvolved -- that I thlnk the pnrdent thlng to do ln thls particulsr eppll-
cetlon ls approve thls flnal development because I thlnk lt ls an lmprove-
ment over rrhat we hed prevlously. lllth the condltlons ln the orlglnal staff
report, with the deletlon of condltlon #4, I thlnk at thls point thet no one
etrees, or no one at leest strongly dlsagrees that we ought to bulld any
trails through the EQC. I know the Lee District Land Use Advisory Conunlttee
feels strongly about thet and so do I. tle have an overall trells plan for
Kingstowne end there's no need at thls polnL to be addlng tralls, particu-
larly those treversl.ng the EQc that we fought so hard to protect. So
therefore, llr. Chalrman, I }!OVE THAT fHE PLAIINING COUIiISSION APPROVE FIilAL
DBUELOPUENT pr-AN C-448-9, rdrrH THE TTNDERSTAI{DrNG THAT THE APPROVED FrNAL
DBUELOP}IENT PLAN IS THE FDP PREPARED BY B. C. COIIISULTAIITS, DATED 3/20/87 AS

REVTSED THBOUGH I|ABCH 7, 1988, At[D SUBJECT TO THE DEVELOP]IENT GONDTTTONS

COUIAINED ITf APPENDIX 1 OT THE FEBRUARY 4, 1988 STATF REPORT, DELETING
CONDITION 

'I4.
Conunissloner Byers: Second.

Chelrman L111y: Seeonded by !tr. Byers. Xs there dlscusslon of the motl.on?
If not, all those ln favor sey eye.

GonunlssLoners: Aye.

GhaLrman Lllly: Opposedl? The motlon earrLes, Anythtng else?

tl

(The motion carried unanimously with Cormtissioners Koch, lfirrphy, and
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Thlllmenn not present for the vote; conunlssloner spsrks ebsent from the
meetlng. )

il

Conunlssloner SeIl: !lr. ChaLfittan, I apologlze, but I do need to make another
motlon ln regard to FDP-C-448-9. And I }IOVE THAT THE PLAIINING COI{UISSION

DIRECT THE DIRECTOR OF DEH rO HAM rHE BARRIER REQUIREIiEIIT IN ACCORDANCE

UITH THE PROPOSED DEVELOPUENT COTVDITIONS IN ATTACHUET{T 1 OF THE STAFF BEPORT

DATED -_

!lr. Brahem: FebnrarY 24, 1988.

Comnissioner Sell: FEBRUARY --

ttr. Braham: TrrentY-fourth.

ConunLssloner SeIl: IIIENTY-FOURTH, AS AIiEUDED Itr THE PREVIOUS IIOIION.

Conunlssloner Byers: Second.

GhaLrmgn Lllly: Seconded by tlr. Byers, Is there dlscusslon of thet
motLon? If not, all those ln favor sey eye.

Cmnissioners: Aye.

Chalrman Lllly: Opposed?

Comfirlssloner llut?hy: Abstaln, out of the roofll.

Chal.rman Lllly: Ttre motlon carrles. !tr. ftutphy abstelns.

il

(This motion passed by a vote of 7-0-1 with Cormnissioner lturphy abstaininB;
Cormnlssloners Koch and ftrlllmenn not present for the vote; Commlssloner
Sparks absent from the meetln8.)

GT'
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